law almost independently, not subject, at least in theory, to the ruling dynasty's intervention. Accordingly, the "state" or the "sovereign" (such as the caliph, the sultan, and members of the ruling elite)-concepts that have figured quite prominently in the historiography of legal reforms since the nineteenth centuryare mostly marginalized in the historiography of pre-nineteenth-century Islamic law in terms of their involvement in its articulation.
This article will call into question elements of these grand narratives of Islamic legal history, and offer a historiographical framework that can account for institutional and doctrinal developments that significantly changed the nature of Islamic law in the eastern Islamic lands in the postMongol period. Chronologically, I will focus on the era that begins with the thirteenth-century Mongol invasions and the incorporation of these lands into a Mongol-Chinggisid empire. It encompasses also the Mongol empire's successor states, including the major early modern Islamic empires, from roughly the thirteenth through the eighteenth centuries, but possibly even later.
The major development that captures the change that I will analyze is the emergence of a new relationship between the ruling dynasty and the Islamicor to be more precise, Sunni-school of law, in the sense of a philosophical or intellectual school. More specifically, I am interested in the implications of the different dynasties' adopting a particular Islamic school of law as their official state school. These adoptions, I argue, were not merely acts of patronage, or of following jurists of a specific school-they were active attempts by the ruling dynasty to regulate the school's structures, authorities, and doctrines.
This development was inextricably tied to the rise of the notion of dynastic law in the centuries following the Mongol conquest. Many, if not all of the ruling dynasties sought to establish their legitimacy, as well as that of certain administrative and institutional practices, on the basis of guiding principles and rules that they attributed to the dynasty's ancestors. 3 Among these practices were those that enabled dynasties to shape the structures and doctrines of their adopted school, or in some cases, schools, of law. Most studies of Islamic law in the period have focused on the degree to which these dynastic rules and practices were compatible or reconcilable with Islamic law. I will approach these questions of compatibility and reconcilability from a different angle, by looking at the institutional (or perhaps even constitutional) dimensions of the relations between ruling dynasties, dynastic law, and the Sunni school of law. In a nutshell, most dynasties in the eastern Islamic lands in this period had to cope with tensions between their respective dynastic laws and the preMongol ideal of Islamic law (as jurists' law), and they tried to ease these tensions through various practices whose legitimacy was largely predicated on dynastic law.
I begin by examining the rise of the official school of law (madhhab, pl. madhāhib) in the Ottoman Empire from the fifteenth through the eighteenth centuries. I then point to similarities and parallels in other parts of the eastern Islamic lands during that period. Historiographically, this comparison is at times difficult, for some early modern Islamic polities and legal systems are better studied than others. Nevertheless, it seems to me that there is enough data in the secondary literature (and in some published primary sources) to point to some commonalities that merit attention.
Finally, this article seeks to contribute to the growing literature on political thought in the post-Mongol period. As John Woods observed, great experimentation and innovation in political thought characterized this period, "a time in which standard Sunni theories were subjected to the Turko-Mongol influences."
4 In recent years, several studies have explored the new political concepts and worldviews that appeared during that period. Most notably, it is clear that the sultans, emperors, and dynasties were seen to be of central cosmic importance. 5 The study of the relationship between the dynasty, the jurists, and the madhhab may cast light on some understudied dimensions of the discourse of sovereignty over the centuries after the Mongol invasions. Further, it may open up new avenues for examining the connections between the new "political cosmologies" of the post-Mongol period and the new perceptions of Islamic law.
T H E O T T O M A N C A S E S T U D Y: A N O F F I C I A L S C H O O L O F L A W
In 1535, Ottoman troops led by Sultan Süleyman Kanuni conquered Baghdad from the Safavids. Soon after the conquest, as several chroniclers recount, the sultan visited the tomb of Abu Hanifa, the eighth-century eponymous founder of the Hanafi school, and ordered its reconstruction and purification, since the tomb had been desecrated by the presence of the heretic Safavids. Although the Ottomans reconstructed other tombs in the city, this gesture was of particular importance because it represented the connection between the Ottoman dynasty (and, more concretely, the sultan), the Hanafi school of law, and its eponym. 6 This connection, however, predated this conquest of Baghdad; since at least the early fifteenth century the Ottoman dynasty had adopted a particular branch of the Hanafi school as its official state school. The Ottoman adoption of this legal school, one of the four in Sunni Islam, is well known among students of Islamic societies, and yet they have paid little attention to its significance within the long history of the relationship between Muslim sovereigns and the Sunni schools of law. With this in mind, following Rudolph Peters, I seek in what follows to further explore the question: "What does it mean to be an official school of law?" 7 A brief survey of the history and functions of the Sunni schools of law in the pre-Ottoman period will clarify what was at stake. The pre-Ottoman, and more generally the pre-Mongol Sunni Islamic school of law was a loose social organization, whose main function was to regulate the legal interpretation of the divine revelation and to determine the authority of particular interpreters. Beginning in the late eighth and early ninth centuries, the opinions of the leading schools' premier authorities were preserved in a growing body of texts. These texts also served as pedagogical tools, contributing to the schools' coherence across time and space.
8 During the late ninth and tenth centuries the Sunni school of law was increasingly becoming a body of the doctrines and opinions articulated by the eponymous founder and the jurists of subsequent generations; in effect, the madhhab emerged as a legal discourse around which a community of jurists galvanized.
Despite the consolidation of the legal schools around specific legal discourses and hermeneutic principles, there were differences of opinion at what Wael Hallaq calls the "microlevel" of the school. Over the centuries, the Sunni schools of law developed discursive conventions and other institutional practices to guide their followers through the different opinions of the schools, and to point out what opinions and doctrines were considered more authoritative. Many of the less authoritative, or minority opinions were preserved in the schools' texts and manuals.
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For our purposes here, it is important to stress that, doctrinally, neither the schools' evolution nor the regulation of their jurisprudential content were statesponsored. This is not to say that states and sovereigns did not contribute to dissemination of the schools by extending support, employment, and patronage to specific jurists, or did not shape doctrine in practice. As early as the seventh and eighth centuries, the Umayyad (661-750) and the 'Abbasid (750-1258) dynasties supported eminent jurists and appointed jurists to different positions in their realms.
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In other cases rulers and sovereigns, while not intervening directly in the content of the law, adopted a school, or sometimes several, to be followed in their domains. In the Ayyubid and the Mamluk sultanates, for example, it was fairly common for the sultan to be a follower of the Shafi'i school of law, the most popular school in Egypt at that time.
11 Furthermore, in the Mamluk sultanate, during the reign of Sultan al-Zahir Baybars (d. 1277), the state constituted a legal system in which all four schools were represented and specific cases were directed to judges of different schools.
12 Although the Mamluk state regulated the adjudication procedures of cases dealing with specific issues, doctrinally it did not intervene in the different schools' structures or authorities, or the content of their laws, and it accepted the opinions of eminent jurists as to what the preponderant opinion of their respective school was. Moreover, although the Mamluk, like many contemporary and early Islamic dynasties, employed jurists, for the most part there was no institutionally identifiable group of jurists affiliated with the ruling dynasty. 13 The fifteenth-century Ottoman adoption of a branch of the Hanafi school was a marked divergence from the practice of earlier centuries, for it entailed an active adaptation of the school. Institutionally, this change was both reflected in and enabled by the development of an imperial learned hierarchy with fairly standardized career and training tracks. Four interrelated aspects of this hierarchy's development merit our special attention: (1) the emergence of the institution of the state-appointed jurisconsult (mufti); (2) the rise of an imperial educational system; (3) the emergence of an imperial jurisprudential canon; and (4) the systematic reconstruction and recording of the school's genealogy. While modern historians have studied institutional and administrative dimensions of this important and innovative development in some detail, 15 my focus here-the doctrinal implications of an imperial learned hierarchy-remains understudied. 16 In classical Sunni jurisprudence, a mufti is a Muslim authority who dispenses his opinion (fatwa) in response to questions posed to him on religious and legal issues. (In some cases, since women could and did serve as muftis, to her). The mufti played a significant role in developing and regulating the doctrine of the Sunni school of law, since he was often permitted to exercise his independent discretion to derive new rules (ijtihād), and was expected to guide the school's less-competent followers and to instruct judges when they encountered cases not explicitly addressed in the legal literature.
17
Central to my argument here is the fact that muftis, unlike judges (qadis), were not for the most part appointed by the leader of the Muslim community (i.e., the imam, most commonly understood as the sovereign), but rather were scholars independent of the dynast/sovereign. In the Mamluk sultanate in fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, for example, every jurist whose teacher granted him a permit to teach law and issue legal opinions (ijāzat al-tadrīs wa-l-iftā') was considered a mufti. 18 In short, the production of muftis and the transmission of their authority were independent from the state. 19 The Ottoman practice was different from this classical understanding of the muftiship: from the early decades of the fifteenth century, as part of the development of an imperial learned hierarchy, the Ottoman dynasty began to appoint muftis, and by the mid-sixteenth century the chief imperial mufti (şeyhülislam), the highest-ranking state-appointed mufti, presided over the imperial learned hierarchy. Mufti appointments were not merely state patronage, but were also, as opponents of such appointments observed, an important means to specify particular opinions within the Hanafi school of law that jurists affiliated with the Ottoman dynasty and its learned hierarchy were to apply.
20
The emergence of the hierarchy was accompanied by the establishment of an educational system-often labeled in modern scholarship as the imperial medrese system-with standardized career and training tracks. From the second third of the fifteenth century onward, and especially after the conquest of Constantinople/Istanbul, the Ottoman dynasty gradually established a network of imperial state-sponsored learning institutions across its domains. At least from the sixteenth century, but probably earlier, the foundation of these institutions marked, in Ottoman self-perception, the rise of the new imperial capital, and the Ottoman domains in general, as an important scholarly center in the Sunni Hanafi world. In the words of the sixteenth-century Ottoman chronicler Mustafa 'Ali, the Ottoman realms became "a fountain of wisdoms and sciences."
21 Increasingly, graduation from the imperial educational system became an important and at times indispensable prerequisite for obtaining an official judicial appointment and other positions in the state bureaucracy. This educational background was particularly important in the context of the empire's expansion over the course of the sixteenth century, as it incorporated other well-established learning centers and scholarly traditions in the Arab Middle East. In other words, the imperial educational system helped both the Ottoman dynasty and the jurists affiliated with it to cement their mutual connection.
22
To be sure, earlier Islamic sovereigns and dynasties had been interested in overseeing the administration of learning institutions and their endowments, but the Ottoman hierarchy functioned, doctrinally, in a different manner. This 21 Mustafa b. Ahmed 'Ali, Künh ül-ahbâr (Istanbul: Darü't-Tiba‛âti'l-‛Âmîre, 1860-1861), vol. 1: 37. According to Mustafa 'Ali, this trend continued under Mehmet II's successors, Beyazid II and Selim I, the latter after the conquest of Greater Syria and Egypt brought scholars, poets, and jurists from these lands to the capital (ibid.). 22 Repp, Müfti of Istanbul; Atcil, Formation of the Ottoman Learned Class; Burak, Abu Hanifah.
shift was expressed in two sixteenth-century imperial, sultanic edicts issued during the reign of Süleyman Kanuni: in an edict of 1556 the sultan specified the texts that students of the imperial educational system were to study, and at around the same time, in an imperial legal code, the sultan prescribed the order in which these texts were to be studied within the system. 23 From the midsixteenth century, as I have shown elsewhere, the authority to determine what texts should be consulted was conferred on the chief imperial mufti, who served, for that purpose, as an extension of the sultan. 24 By specifying an imperial jurisprudential canon, the Ottoman sultans, and more generally the dynasty, sought to point to specific texts and opinions within the Hanafi school that members of the imperial hierarchy were to consult and teach.
In addition, the dynasty used its hierarchy to enforce certain minority opinions within the Hanafi school. Consider, for example, the following anecdote recorded by the eminent sixteenth-century chief imperial jurisconsult Ebu's-Su'ud Efendi in his biography: "In certain cases he [Ebu's-Su'ud] followed the path of [independent] judgment (ra'y). Then he took counsel with Sultan Süleyman … on whether he could give fatwas according to what he saw fit, and to whichever he preferred of the solutions which occurred to him. A decree was issued accordingly."
25 Put differently, the chief mufti needed the sultan's edict, and approval, to rule according to a minority opinion within the school.
The dynasty's attempt to shape the structure of the Hanafi madhhab led high-ranking sixteenth-and seventeenth-century members of the hierarchy, such as 'Ali Çelebi Kinalızade (d. 1571) and Mahmud Kefevi (d. 1582), to document the intellectual genealogy (t ̣abaqāt) of the imperial learned hierarchy within the legal school. These genealogies linked the school's founder, Abu Hanifa, to members of the hierarchy by reconstructing chains of transmission of jurisprudential knowledge and authority. By recording the history of the school's hierarchy, the authors excluded other scholarly and jurisprudential traditions within the madhhab that existed both across the empire and in other parts of the Islamic world, mostly in South and Central Asia. For example, the genealogies excluded most of the Hanafi jurists who operated throughout the Arab provinces of the empire from the second half of the fifteenth century onward, unless they authored texts that were incorporated into the aforementioned imperial jurisprudential canon. In addition to reconstructing chains of transmission of knowledge and authority within the school, these works were intended to point to the authoritative genealogies of specific legal arguments and doctrines within the Hanafi madhhab, which members of the hierarchy were to follow in their rulings and writings.
26
All these institutional and doctrinal developments reveal the important role the sultan and the Ottoman dynasty played in regulating the doctrines within the Hanafi school of law. As several studies of the emergence of the Ottoman imperial learned hierarchy have shown, its formation was, to a considerable extent, the product of sultanic edicts and regulations, even though these edicts gained the support of many jurists who were affiliated with the Ottoman enterprise.
27 And, as we have seen, following the sultan's edict, the opinions of the chief mufti became enforceable within the imperial legal system.
These sultanic edicts, regulations, and legal codes were part of what I refer to throughout this article as the Ottoman dynastic law (kanun). Multiple studies have been devoted to the nature of the Ottoman kanun over the decades.
28 For our purpose here, suffice it to say that kanun came to denote various administrative and institutional practices. Although these were not always codified in the form of imperial legal codes and were constantly negotiated and reconfigured, kanun as a legal discourse was instrumental in legitimizing them.
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This legal corpus was dynastic in the sense that it was issued by, or in the name of, the sultan and the Ottoman dynasty, as the titles of some of the extant legal codes and edicts suggest. This is a key issue that I will discuss presently. Ottoman jurists struggled, as have modern scholars, to define the relationship between certain perceptions of Islamic law and the Ottoman kanun. Many scholars both Ottoman and modern have observed clear tensions between these legal discourses, each of which has different epistemological and 26 For a discussion of this body of genealogies, see Burak, Abu Hanifah, 115-215. In addition to these genealogies, a sizable corpus of biographical dictionaries emerged that were devoted to senior members of the imperial learned hierarchy. The founder of this genre was the sixteenth-century jurist and member of the hierarchy, Ahmed b. Mustafa Taşköprüzade (d. 1561). See Ahmed b. Mustafa Taşköprüzade, al-Shaqa'iq al-nu'maniyya fī 'ulama' al-dawla al-'Uthmaniyya (Beirut: Dār al-Kitāb al- 'Arabī, 1975 historical points of reference, and they have considered kanun and shari'a to be separate legal-political discourses that were not fully compatible. This incompatibility, so the argument goes, had to be resolved or reconciled.
30
Most studies of the incompatibility and reconciliation of dynastic law and shari'a, however, have tended to examine them by focusing on specific legal arguments or rules. If the sultan permitted, for example, the construction of new churches and synagogues, certain jurists and modern scholars may have considered his edict to contradict the tenets of Islamic law; on the other hand, if certain jurists succeeded in establishing that certain practices were permissible based on arguments they found in the Hanafi jurisprudential tradition, then these practices may have been considered licit according to Islamic law. Yet this approach fails to account for other dimensions of the relationship between Islamic and dynastic law, and seems to assume a very specific form of reconciliation of the two discourses. If we look at the relationship between dynastic and Islamic law from the perspective of the Islamic school of law, the madhhab, this very much complicates our understanding of reconciliation.
We have seen that the Ottoman adoption of the Hanafi school of law, and the privileged status granted to certain opinions and doctrines out of a broader range of opinions within the school, were predicated on dynastic law. Seen from this perspective, institutionally speaking, dynastic law and Islamic law were unequal within the imperial learned hierarchy and legal system. This point is particularly clear in moments of controversy among jurists over certain imperial practices. Consider the following example: In the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, the practice of cash endowments (waqf al-nuqūd) stood at the center of a heated debate between leading members of the learned hierarchy. The idea behind the Ottoman innovation of cash endowments was to establish a trust with money, the interest from which might be used for charitable ends or, at times, be paid to the trust's founder. Since the Qur'an explicitly forbids interest, and because the practice had been vehemently condemned by Hanafi jurists of earlier centuries, serious efforts were required to justify this practice. In the sixteenth century, some jurists, even within the ranks of the imperial learned hierarchy, opposed it, while other leading jurists supported it. Their specific legal arguments need not detain us here, but it is clear that given the diversity of opinions within the Hanafi 30 The eminent sixteenth-century chief mufti Ebû's-Su'ûd Efendi (d. 1574) is often seen to have been an important contributor to the "reconciliation" of dynastic and Islamic law in the Ottoman context. See, for example, Cornell H. Fleischer, "The Lawgiver as Messiah: The Making of Imperial Image in the Reign of Süleyman," in Gilles Veinstein, ed., Soliman le Magnifique et son temps, Galeries Nationales du Grend Palais, 7-10 March 1990 (Paris: Documentation française, 1992), 171-72; Yılmaz, Sultan and the Sultanate, 74; Buzov, Lawgiver and His Lawmakers. Some scholars, however, have questioned the extent to which Ebû's-Su'ûd succeeded in attaining this goal. Imber, Ebu's-Su'ud.
school, the implementation of the opinion of the jurists supporting the practice was facilitated by the subsequent endorsement of that opinion by the Ottoman dynasty and its learned hierarchy.
31
This is not to deny that there were disagreements between Ottoman sultans and members of the hierarchy, and indeed Ottoman chronicles are sprinkled with them. When the Ottoman sultan Osman II (r. 1618-1622) asked the chief mufti Es'ad Efendi (d. 1625) whether it would be lawful for him to execute his younger brother in order to ensure that potential competitors would not ascend the throne while he was at the front, Es'ad Efendi rejected his request. 32 In another instance, the chief mufti argued that it was God and not the sultan who had appointed him to the senior position.
33 Nevertheless, these disputes did not undermine the general legal, indeed constitutional, framework through which the sultan and the dynasty intervened in regulating the learned hierarchy's career and training tracks, the appointment of jurists and muftis, and, perhaps most importantly, the structure of the specific branch within the Hanafi madhhab that they adopted.
L O O K I N G E A S T : T H E O T T O M A N C A S E I N C O M PA R AT I V E P E R S P E C T I V E
Among the legal systems of the early modern Muslim world, the Ottoman legal system is the best studied. This may explain the central place it occupies in many accounts of Islamic legal history. Here I will expand the scope of inquiry and suggest that the history of the Ottoman legal system and learned hierarchy should be situated within the broader context of the eastern Islamic lands of that period. To this end, I will point to some key issues that figure in the modern scholarship of other, roughly contemporary polities (and, to a lesser extent, in primary sources produced throughout the eastern Islamic lands), and that bear significant similarities to the Ottoman case and its historiography. I am encouraged to pursue this line of inquiry by the fact that the study of the eastern Islamic lands in the post-Mongol period as a somewhat coherent unit has proven illuminating regarding many other topics, such as political thought, mysticism, and art and architecture (as indicated by Oleg Grabar's comment cited at the start of this paper). social, ethnic, and denominational composition of their populations. Nor will I try to produce a comprehensive, comparative account of their differences and similarities, which would be overly ambitious for this short paper. Nor am I implying that the notions of law and sovereignty that concern us here were the only source of political inspiration drawn upon by Muslim dynasts and emperors across the eastern Islamic lands. I also do not mean to suggest that the discourses and ideas I trace here were always the most dominant ones throughout the region during this period-in most of these polities one finds multiple and at times contradictory discourses and ideals of sovereignty, kingship, and law. For example, in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, Ottoman sultans participated in Byzantine, Mamluk, and Mediterranean discourses of sovereignty and kingship, 35 while the Mughal dynasty adopted many practices and discourses of kingship that prevailed across the subcontinent and beyond.
36
My objective is to draw attention to the post-Mongol circulation of specific discourses and views concerning the relationship between dynastic and Islamic (Sunni) law across the eastern Islamic lands. The particular structure and discourse of authority of the Sunni school of law (and, more specifically, the Hanafi school of law) led me to focus on the Sunni dynasties. Nonetheless, much of what I will say can be also applied to Safavid Iran, the major Shi'i counterpart of the Ottomans.
37
Methodologically, any comparison of the Sunni polities faces several challenges. First, again, there are gaps in the modern historiography of these polities. Second, there is much variation in the amount and nature of the primary sources from different parts of the eastern Islamic lands. For example, within the Hanafi school of law from the Ottoman lands we have a sizable corpus of biographical dictionaries dedicated to senior members of the imperial learned hierarchy, as well as several works that document the hierarchy's intellectual genealogies, but to my knowledge, none of the region's other scholarly circles produced such works. These gaps raise two fundamental questions: How should one treat the missing parts of the puzzle? And what is their relationship to the parts that we do have?
While I do not wish to downplay the challenges these gaps pose to any comparative account, I think that a comparative approach offers ways to bridge them, since the parts of the puzzle we possess indicate important similarities and shared patterns. These similarities, I contend, also permit us to extrapolate, albeit cautiously and tentatively, from the missing parts. The historiographical move I am suggesting, then, is bi-directional: On one hand, I suggest that the Ottoman adoption of a particular branch within the Hanafi school should be studied as part of a legal culture shared by polities and dynasties throughout the continent, despite their particularities. On the other, I use the Ottoman case to contextualize and explain similar administrative and legal practices found in other polities across Central and South Asia. To be more concrete, I will examine two practices that recur in different contexts across the eastern Islamic lands throughout the post-Mongol period (as well as in the modern historiography), which are central to my understanding of the Ottoman adoption and development of an official school of law: the appointment of muftis by the ruling dynasty, and the imperial canonization of jurisprudential texts. I am especially interested in investigating these developments as the outcome of the rise of dynastic law.
38
The most striking pattern is the rise of the dynasty-appointed muftiship throughout the region. As early as the first decades of the fifteenth century, the Timurid ruler Shahrukh (d. 1447) appointed a shaykh al-islam for his domains. This office, which was held by members of two families, the descendants of Burhan al-Din al-Marghinani and Sa'd al-Din al-Taftazani, was intended to oversee all the juridical activity throughout the Timurid lands.
39
Interestingly enough, the appointment of the first Timurid shaykh al-islam parallels similar developments in the Ottoman lands. Roughly around this time, the Ottoman sultan Murad II appointed Molla Şemseddin Fenari (d. 1431) to the newly created office of the chief mufti of the Ottoman lands, the şeyhülislam.
40
A century later, around 1514, the itinerant jurist and chronicler Fazl Allah b. Ruzbahan (d. 1519) wrote a treatise in which he advised the new Özbek khan as to how to conduct the affairs of his state. In the chapter on the administration of the religious and judicial offices, the jurist advises the khan to appoint a chief jurisprudential authority, a shaykh al-islam: "When the sultan (pādīshāh) charges the shaykh al-islam with the task of preserving the religious sciences, and grants him the letter of authority, then he [the shaykh al-islam] should investigate the affairs of the jurists ('ulamā') of [his] dominion. He must keep [the sultan] informed of their level of knowledge and intelligence, their way of teaching, their power of independent reasoning (ijtihād), the ability to issue legal opinions and teach (quvvet-e iftā' ve-tedrīs-e īshān)…." The shaykh al-islam, in other words, was to preside over what Ibn Ruzbahan envisioned as the khan's learned hierarchy and to operate on his behalf to guarantee that the hierarchy functioned properly. In this capacity, Ibn Ruzbahan maintains, the khan and the shaykh al-islam have authority to inspect and examine the competence and knowledge of their appointed jurists. Ibn Ruzbahan also envisioned a mosaic of state-appointed muftiships, each covering a well-defined territory: "Whenever a mufti is appointed, he is allowed to receive a salary from the treasury (bayt al-māl). If he is appointed [to this office], he must not charge any fee [for his services]…. If within the distance of a qasr [roughly forty-eight miles] a post of a learned mufti is vacant, it is an obligation [of the sultan] to appoint a mufti in a town, for otherwise all inhabitants of that place will be sinful.…" 42 The administrative practice prescribed by Ibn Ruzbahan was apparently implemented, perhaps even before his compilation of this work. By the mid-sixteenth century, there was a dynasty-appointed mufti in Bukhara and probably in other major urban centers across the khanate. 43 The Özbek appointment of muftis is quite similar to that in the Mughal realms, although not, it seems, identical. There, too, the state appointed muftis, though apparently there was no chief imperial mufti.
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Related to the rise of the state-appointed mufti is, of course, the growing importance of his legal opinions (fatwas). As I described earlier regarding the Ottoman case, the rulings of the state-appointed mufti were instrumental in regulating the opinions and doctrines within the Hanafi school of law that members of the Ottoman learned hierarchy were to apply. This seems to have been the reason muftis were appointed in other parts of the eastern Islamic lands, as well. Some of these rulings were collected and circulated throughout the different polities, and some, like the Mughal seventeenthcentury collection al-Fatawa al-'Alamgiriyya, traveled well beyond their boundaries. Although the study of these rulings is still in its embryonic stage, it appears that the rulers played a pivotal role in their production and circulation. This was the case, for example, with the Ottoman collections of the chief imperial muftis' rulings, which were produced fairly systematically and circulated throughout the empire. Let me dwell on the just-mentioned example of al-Fatawa al-'Alamgiriyya, a collection of rulings compiled in Mughal India during the reign of Aurangzeb (also known as 'Alamgir, r. 1658-1707), and named after him. The collection still awaits thorough study, but it seems that the notion behind this project was to determine what legal opinions the jurists affiliated with the Mughal dynasty were to follow. If al-Fatawa al-'Alamgiriyya is the Mughal equivalent of the collections of the Ottoman chief imperial muftis, then its dynastic sponsorship-which is evident from its title-may have made this collection enforceable throughout the empire's legal system. 46 Aurangzeb requested that the jurists that he summoned consult the jurisprudential texts he held in his imperial library. Very little is known about the circulation of jurisprudential and other texts throughout the eastern Islamic lands, but let us consider this request more closely. In the Ottoman Empire, the sultan, and later the chief imperial mufti, specified what texts constituted the imperial jurisprudential canon. It is quite possible that Aurangzeb's request was intended to specify what texts made up the distinctive Mughal imperial canon. To be sure, the different imperial canons shared many texts, but an interesting comment from the mid-nineteenth century suggests there were also substantial differences: In his account of the administration of law in colonial India, William H. Morley related that "many works according to the doctrines of Abu Hanifa have been written, and are received as authorities in the Turkish [Ottoman] empire. These I apprehend would be admissible if quoted in our Courts in India where the parties to a suit are of the Hanafi persuasion." 47 In other words, although jurisprudential texts circulated throughout the eastern Islamic lands (and beyond), it seems that the different dynasties succeeded in creating identifiable imperial textual geographies within the Hanafi school of law across the region.
The appointment of muftis by the state/dynasty, the rising importance of their rulings, and the different textual geographies within the Hanafi school across the eastern Islamic lands suggest that the Ottoman adoption and development of a specific branch within the Hanafi school was not a unique case. If my interpretation of these examples is correct, it appears that across the eastern Islamic lands, rulers and dynasties sought to regulate in an unprecedented manner the structure of the school of law and the doctrines that the jurists affiliated with them were expected to follow. If so, from the perspective of Islamic legal history, the post-Mongol period was the era of the state madhhab.
T H E C H I N G G I S I D H E R I T A G E
So far, I have used the term "post-Mongol" quite freely to denote the chronological framework of my inquiry. But the Mongol invasions of the thirteenth century, culminating in the conquest of Baghdad in 1258 and the execution of the 'Abbasid caliph al-Musta'sim, are significant because of the new notions of sovereignty and law that they introduced to the eastern Islamic lands. Of special relevance is the image of Chinggis Khan as a world conqueror who enjoyed a divine mandate to rule and legislate. In this sense, the term "post-Mongol" is intended to draw attention to the ongoing dialoguesdespite their different manifestations over time and space-that sultans, emperors, and dynasties held with their real and imagined Mongol past and Chinggisid heritage. More specifically, I am interested in investigating ways in which different sovereigns throughout this period envisioned and interpreted Chinggis Khan's political-legal legacy and the relationship between this legacy and the pre-Mongol Islamic notions of law. I propose that the adoption and development of an official state madhhab is one result of the dialogues different dynasties held with the Chinggisid heritage, and particularly with the post-Mongol notion of dynastic law.
That many of these dynasties took Chinggis Khan and the law that was associated with him as a historical and legal point of reference, even when they tried to shift the focus to other dynastic ancestors (as did the Timurids, the Ottomans, and the Mughals), 48 suggests that we are not dealing merely with parallels and similarities, but with, to paraphrase Sanjay Subrahmanyam's words, a "connected legal history. strokes some of the historical and discursive connections and dialogues that spanned the different polities of the eastern Islamic lands of the period.
The Chinggisid universalist notion of sovereignty rested on the view that the divine dispensation to rule the world was given to Chinggis Khan and his descendants. Fittingly, Chinggis Khan was considered a divine legislator. Two concepts capture this notion of sovereignty: Chinggisid yasa and the Turkic töre (or törä). The definition of these concepts and the nature of the Mongol yasa have attracted much scholarly attention over the years and are beyond this paper's scope. 50 Suffice it to say that the Chinggisid yasa was not, apparently, a fixed written legal code, but rather "an evolving body of individual decrees, regulations, and practices that had been instituted or sanctioned by Chinggis Khān…, a kind of unwritten 'constitution.'"
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These notions retained their appeal in the centuries after the Mongol empire's demise, even though all of the successor dynasties in the eastern Islamic lands considered themselves Islamic. This self-perception is expressed in different attempts to draw on pre-Mongol Islamic ideals of sovereignty and kingship in combination with Chinggisid political ideals. Yet despite-or, perhaps, because of-the tensions, the rulers of the successor states upheld key Mongol-Chinggisid ideals of law and sovereignty.
The rulers of the successor states, especially when they were not descendants of Chinggis Khan, modified these ideals to varying degrees. For example, members of the ruling and scholarly elites in the Ottoman and the Timurid lands, two of the better-studied polities that emerged in the centuries following the Mongol empire's fourteenth-century demise, were concerned to articulate their respective claims of sovereignty. Although the dynasts of neither polity were descendants of Chinggis Khan, scholars and rulers in these lands maintained an ongoing dialogue with Chinggisid ideals of sovereignty and law. Writing in the early fifteenth century in the Ottoman lands, Tacü'ddin İbrahim b. Hızır Ahmedi (d. 1413) 52 dedicated several couplets to the Mongol legal heritage:
Concerning the justice ('adl) of the Mongol Sultans:/ Hear now the explanation of what it was. They did not mention the fact that/ Chinggis Khan clearly oppressed the people. They [the Mongol rulers] oppressed them with the law (ḳ ânûnıla),/ but they did not paint their hands with blood. Lawful oppression and confiscation/are amenable to the people as a form of justice.
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Ahmedi's couplets may be read as an attempt to appropriate a Mongol discourse of sovereignty (law and justice) in order to praise the Ottoman sultans, "those of just nature, … [who] were both Muslims and dispensers of justice." The term Ahmedi uses for "law," kanun, was at times employed by Ottoman authors to refer to the Mongol yasa.
54 In Ahmedi's eyes, though, what distinguished the Ottoman dynasty from its Mongol counterparts was its just dynastic law. Other contemporary sources saw the promulgation of laws (yasa or kanun) as a sign of the sultan's sovereignty. In a work commissioned by the Ottoman sultan Mehmed I's vezir and presented to the sultan in 1414, the author, 'Abdülvasi Çelebi, recounts the succession struggles between the future sultan Mehmed and his brother Musa. In his description of Mehmed's campaign in Thrace, 'Abdülvasi Çelebi states, "Everywhere he went, he made laws (yasağ) for justice." 55 The important point here is that Ahmedi and 'Abdülvasi Çelebi are employing the Mongol-Chinggisid discourse of sovereignty and the notion of dynastic law to assert Ottoman sovereignty, though they do not explicitly refer to a distinctive Ottoman yasa.
The notion of dynastic law, framed in terms of yasa or töre, was already circulating across the eastern Islamic lands. To the east, in the Timurid domains, the descendants of Timur referred to the "törä [or töre] of the Lord of the auspicious conjunction" (törä-i s ̣āḥ ib-qirānī), and to "the triumphant törä." As Maria Subtelny has explained, "[The törä] appears to have overlapped and complemented the Chinggisid yasa, as the formula 'in accordance with the yasa of Chinggis Khān and the törä of His Excellency, Lord of the auspicious conjunction,' which was frequently cited by Timurid chroniclers, indicates." Nevertheless, it appears that in some instances the Timurid törä differed from the Mongol yasa and referred to specific Timurid customs. But much like the Mongol yasa, the Timurid törä was an evolving corpus of regulations, customs, and practices that were introduced by Timur and observed by his descendants and followers. 56 Similarly, by the fifteenth and the sixteenth centuries members of the Ottoman dynasty were explicitly referring to their own törä. Although the authenticity of some of the documents in this collection has been questioned over the centuries, it clearly displays the way in which some members of the scholarly elite in the sixteenth century, and probably earlier, perceived the rise of the Ottoman dynastic law and the relationship between the Mongol yasa/töre and the töre of various local dynasties. Shahrukh presents himself as the defender of Chinggisid (Ilkhānī) traditions, while emphasizing the contradiction between these traditions and the Ottoman töre, thus implying a hierarchy between the Mongol yasa/töre and the Ottoman töre (and others). Mehmet I's reply, on the other hand, suggests that by the fifteenth century local dynastic traditions had gained currency at the expense of the more universalist Chinggisid approach. But regardless of the different approaches toward the Chinggisid tradition, the correspondence indicates that the latter still served as a point of reference in the different dynasties' claims of legitimacy. Lastly, the exchange between the two post-Mongol rulers shows that dynasties not only articulated their notions of sovereignty in relation to their (real or imagined) Mongol past, but also negotiated and debated these ideals with their contemporaries, thus partaking in a shared discourse concerning sovereignty and law.
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In the sixteenth century, which witnessed the emergence of four major polities-the Ottomans, the Safavids, the Özbeks, and the Mughals-dynastic laws became the predominant norm. Each of the dynasties followed political, legal, and administrative norms they could trace to a real or imagined ancestral origin, whether the early Ottoman sultans, Chinggis Khan, or Timur. These legal principles became the cornerstone in each dynasty's perception of itself vis-à-vis the others. What is more, in the multiethnic and diverse landscapes of these empires, these political-legal traditions enabled the dynasts to instill a sense of imperial coherence and order. early-sixteenth-century jurist and chronicler Ibn Ruzbahan, whom we have already met, mentions participating in a debate in Samarqand concerning inheritance practices. Against the opinions of several leading jurists, the Özbek dynast Shaybani (or Shibani) Khan ruled for a solution that, in Ibn Ruzbahan's and possibly other jurists' eyes, was "incompatible with the shari'a," for it originated from the Chinggisid yasa. 63 Sources from the Ottoman lands likewise preserved this distinction between kanun and shari'a: in the early sixteenth century, the chief imperial mufti had to insist on the implementation of both dynastic law (kanun) and shari'a. 64 In the decades after the Ottoman conquest of the Arab lands in 1516-1517, jurists from the empire's Arab provinces accused their colleagues from the empire's core of following the yasa (i.e., kanun), implying that it was incompatible with the shari'a.
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Most studies of these debates have focused on the tensions between the dynastic and Islamic law as two independent discourses. In this article I have departed from this perspective by suggesting that the tensions between dynastic law and the pre-Mongol ideal of Islamic law (as jurists' law), and the debates they produced, offer us important clues as to the circumstances from which emerged the notion of the official state madhhab that was associated with the dynasty. The official, dynastic school of law (or a branch within it) was the response that dynasts and their affiliated jurists developed to cope with the challenges posed by the encounter between the Chinggisid and pre-Mongol Islamic (Sunni) notions of law. Despite its importance, the rise of the state madhhab in the post-Mongol period across the eastern Islamic lands has received insufficient attention in the grand narratives of Islamic legal history. In part, this may be attributed to the emphasis that most master narratives of Islamic legal history place on the so-called "formative period" of Islamic law, and on nineteenth-century legal reforms. According to this accepted view, as part of a wider set of modernizing reforms, nineteenth-century states increasingly codified Islamic law. This resulted, these grand narratives argue, in a loss of the fluidity and diversity that had characterized the premodern shari'a from its earliest centuries. In addition to the codification of law, the state appointment of jurists and especially muftis is seen as part of this modernization of Islamic law by the state, which modeled its legal ideals and institutions after "Western" notions of law. In the colonial context, namely that of the Indian subcontinent, colonial administrators are considered the main contributors to the decline in the fluidity and diversity of the "premodern shari'a."
66 In short, these historical narratives take as one of their most important organizing principles the intervention of the state in regulating the content of the law.
I fully agree that state intervention is a critical factor for the periodization of Islamic legal history. Nevertheless, as I have tried to show in this article, the developments of the post-Mongol period problematize central elements of these standard narratives. I have argued that the rise of the state madhhab, along with the development of legal hierarchies and the different states' appointment of muftis, displayed a growing interest on the part of the postMongol dynasties to intervene in regulating the structure of whatever school (or, more precisely, the branch within the school) they adopted and developed. In some cases, as in the Ottoman Empire, sultans and dynasties appear to have been quite successful in obtaining this goal.
This does not mean that there were no major developments in the nineteenth century that justify treating it as a separate period in Islamic legal history. But it is undeniable that intensive state interventions in regulating school of law, and by extension Islamic law, date from much earlier. As far as the nature of the school of law and the right that sovereigns assumed to regulate it are concerned, the narrative I am offering recognizes much greater continuity between (1) the pre-and the post-nineteenth-century periods; and (2) Islamic and non-Islamic governmental practices. To illustrate this continuity, suffice it to consider the following decree, which was issued in Egypt in 1865:
It has been brought to our attention that some John Does issue fatwas related to sharī'ah cases dealt with in the shari'a courts, in the awqaf ministry and particularly in the Supreme Council of Adjudication. It also transpires that the parties who obtain such fatwas believe them to be valid and see them as an authoritative source that would enable them to achieve their goal-ignorant and unaware of the fact that these fatwas have neither value nor significance whatsoever.… This phenomenon causes grave problems and great dispute between the parties, and these John Does assume the honorable position of muftis for their own personal profit. 67 Rudolph Peters, and more recently Liat Kozma, have offered different interpretations of this decree. 68 While Peters interprets it as the state's attempt to ban those jurists whose knowledge of "shari'a" was deficient, Kozma reads it as the (modernizing) Egyptian state's attempt to "monopolize and systemize." Moreover, according to Kozma, "It was the notion of regularization itself with which the central authorities were concerned." 69 Both accounts are right to place importance on regulation, but I find Kozma's "regulation for the sake of regulation" argument unconvincing. If I am correct in my interpretation of the post-Mongol legal reality in the eastern Islamic lands (which included Egypt after its sixteenth-century incorporation into the Ottoman Empire), then, much like their Istanbul-based contemporary and earlier colleagues, the jurists, and other actors affiliated with the Egyptian state, wanted to regulate the content of a particular "shari'a," or more accurately, a particular school of law, which was to be applied within the confines of the state's legal system. Put more simply, the "modernizing" Egyptian state was employing administrative logic and practices that had by that time been in place for centuries.
Similar continuities are discernable in the colonial context of the Indian subcontinent in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. This is not to minimize the significance of the changes and innovations the British colonial authorities did introduce to the administration of law there, but it does suggest that the British authorities tapped into Mughal notions of sovereignty and law. The Mughal state regulated the doctrines of the Hanafi school and specified, and in fact, codified, which were to be followed. Continuity can be seen, for example, in the emphasis British administrators in early colonial India placed on specific jurisprudential texts considered particularly authoritative under the Mughals. 70 To conclude, the dominant master narratives of the history of Islamic law in the eastern Islamic lands and their periodization overlook several of the developments I have discussed here. My intention has been to offer a different analytical framework that calls into question a set of dichotomies that have organized many of these narratives: state or dynastic law/jurists' law; modern/premodern; and Western/non-Western. This account of the emergence of the concept of the state madhhab in the early modern period also modifies our understanding of nineteenth-century legal reforms. This is not to say that post-Mongol legal notions and practices were not invested with new meanings, or further developed or contextualized in new genealogies (such as those of the West, or modernity). In fact, this framework, and particularly its emphasis on continuity, offers an opportunity to examine how different categories and genealogies-Western and non-Western, modern and premodern-intersected and overlapped in the same administrative and legal practice.
Abstract: This article proposes a comparative analytical framework to study changes in Islamic law during the post-Mongol period, particularly the rise of the official school of law (or state madhhab). Taking as my case study the Ottoman adoption of a particular branch within the Sunni Hanafi school of law, I suggest that this adoption marks a new chapter in Islamic legal history. In earlier periods, while rulers appointed judges and thus regulated the adjudication procedures, they did not intervene, at least theoretically, in the structure and doctrine of the schools of law, which remained the relatively autonomous realm of the jurists. The Ottoman adoption of the school, by contrast, was not merely an act of state patronage, since the dynasty played an important role in regulating the school's structure and doctrine. To this end, it employed a set of administrative and institutional practices, such as the development of an imperial learned hierarchy with standardized career and training tracks and the appointment of jurisconsults (muftis). Some of these practices were found in other polities across the eastern Islamic lands in the post-Mongol period, but these similarities have not been treated comparatively in modern historiography. They suggest that the Ottoman case was part of a broader legal culture that spanned several polities across the region. This article outlines a framework that will enable historians of Islamic law to treat these similarities in a more coherent manner. The framework raises key issues in the historiography of Islamic law and its nineteenthcentury modernization.
